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In chapter II 75 of his History Movsés Xorenac'i mentions Firmilian, the 
prominent ecclesiastical figure of the 3"! century A. D.. Of him, he writes: 
"Firmilian, bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia, was a man of admirable 
learning, who in his youth had gone to study with Origen. He composed 
many treatises, one of which is the narration of the church persecutions that 
arose first in the days of Maximian [read Maximin] and Decius and after all 
in the years of Diocletian; he added to it also the deeds of kings. In this [nar- 
ration] he says that the sixteenth bishop of the Alexandrians was Peter, mar- 
tyred in the ninth year of the persecution. He writes also about numerous 
who were martyred by [king] Xosrov in our land, and about others [mar- 
tyred] after him by others. But as he does not narrate truthfully and properly, 
indicating the names and places of the occurrences, we did not consider it 
important to repeat [this information]... As for his narrative concerning the 
period of anarchy, after Xosrov's death till Trdat's reign, considering this 
trustworthy we shall repeat it for you briefly"! (opi unu buyfulnuynu 
Uluupnc Wuupuni|ljiging NU wjp ufufiskih jniunidlimuphpn pkuti, np [n h 
mgujnipkwh popoul un flnnqhüku Eppliug Yupdkgur: Uu puqnid Juouu 
upurn, Jpeg úh [s gunn fè heh hu ubuftug Eyknkguny, np junuy Jurnrpu 
Uwufupd[ufinu kı tElnuh jyupkur kı np hnuul yhunny yudu 
thohqkmnpuhnuh, cupujuplw| IL fiw kı qqnpóu puiquinpugfi: Onpnui wuk' 
iEcumuufibnnpg uy pulnunu lugkug Unlkfuulinpuging (o unpnu, Yj buy 
Ukpnul uchvwphhu, hudtwyG kı jim finpm ommpf Jounupug: Pujg qh ns 
fclupumpkuidlp kı nfin] upuunil, [ni ns quimmful ficmfimhk lui quilinhu 
quip duhniuftü lynupniu] UpG ste gpuquinpni phot Sppuunuj I duidufiulqu 


1 Cf. MovsEs XoRENAC'I 1913. The passages from Xorenac'i's History and Eusebius’ 
Ecclesiastical History are quoted in English in my translation. 


REArm 27 (1998-2000) 99-115. 


100 A. TOPC'YAN 


uffcbulin piu th uuu," umnn|q huiduplind] kplpopykdf fiq hunfunoun 
puilipif). 

This mention of Firmilian and his narration (uuunbmifdfnub, always 
understood as history) is one of the obscure passages of Movsés’ book 
and has provoked the perplexity of scholars. Firmilian, a disciple of Ori- 
gen and already bishop in 231, could not write about Diocletian's (284- 
305) persecution and the martyrdom of Peter in 311. There has not been 
found even a trace of the historical work attributed to the bishop of Cae- 
sarea by Xorenac'i, and Movsés has taken the data concerning him from 
the Armenian translation of Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History (EH). 
Consequently, Xorenaci has not used any history of Firmilian as a 
source. The information of chapters II 75-79, ascribed to the latter, in 
reality is drawn from other sources: Agat'angelos, Eusebius' Chronicle 
and "some other" chronicle resembling Malalas and the Chronicon 
Paschale. Movses knows of Firmilian only thanks to the EH, from 
where he has taken also the datum about Peter's martyrdom?. Armenol- 
ogists indicate concretely the year of Firmilian's death — 268/9. And 
the “history of persecutions” is none other than a result of Movsés’ 
imagination, one of his inventions.* 

G. Sargsyan attempts to comprehend the sentence concerning Peter 
differently: the historiographer has taken from Firmilian only the part 
«iEcmuuulibpnpg buy pulmo hugkwy Uy tfumlnpmging MEwmpnu» (* *the 
sixteenth bishop of the Alexandrians was Peter") to which then has 
added «illu jh&& nnno wih hu wduhiugh» (“martyred in the ninth 
year of the persecution”). G. Sargsyan’s remark is noteworthy in the 
sense that, indeed, it is correct to divide the information of Xorenac‘i 
into two parts, as it is based on two sources — Eusebius’ EH (the year 
of martyrdom) and an unknown writing (the fact that Peter was the 
16th). 

However, the bishop of Caesarea could not write about Peter’s epis- 
copate either, since the latter became patriarch of Alexandria in the sum- 
mer of 300°, approximately 32 years after Firmilian’s death. 

There have been also other conjectures: Movsés refers to Firmilian, 
because he needed to note an ecclesiastical source for his account, in 
reality he probably has borrowed information from the Byzantine 


2 GUTSCHMID 1892, pp. 302-303. 

3 XALATJANC 1903, pp. 125-127. 

4 Moses KHORENATS'I 1978, p. 35. 
5 Movsés XORENAC'I 1990, p. 251. 
$ BARDENHEWER 1962, p. 239. 
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chronographer Domninus’; in the afore-mentioned chapters of the His- 
tory we deal with either a kind of a “montage” (i. e. combination of data 
from different sources under the name of Firmilian — A.T.), by means 
of what Movsés intended to create the impression that he had at hand 
some reliable information lacking in the History of Agat'angelos, or the 
“history of persecutions” was a work of another author, and Xorenac‘i 
has ascribed it to Firmilian by mistake. The starting-point of these opin- 
ions, too, is the supposition that the historiographer had not any work of 
the Caesarean bishop at hand. 

I shall try to examine the problem from the contrary point of view, 
namely that Xorenac'i really has used a writing of Firmilian as a source. 
The following considerations will serve me as basis: 


1. It is not necessary to understand the word uum p[nfi as “histor- 
ical work" and conclude that Movses attributes a voluminous historio- 
graphic writing to Firmilian. He uses that word in different senses, e. g. 
as "a mentioned event" or "information about an occurrence". For 
example, in chapter II 60 Xorenac'i says that Ariston Pellaeus narrates 
beautifully about ArtaSes’ death (SH glg hy pula yundk El Up [unn 
$ lqqugh juuuqu dwhniwhf Upumuchuh). He means the description of 
Artašes’ burial which begins thus: “And [Ariston — A.T.] writes how 
many multitudes died at ArtaSes’ death..." (b: (Uphumnf) qpk, kpk 
npsunh udpn[oni pif dnm I dwhniwhh Upumnuchuh...). This account of 
burial is already a ujuniinip[n(i for Xorenac'i, since before that he says 
about Ariston: “this man who gave to us this ywmimphil (narration, 
story)" (wyu wjp, np quyu up fuh lun dq). Or at the end of chapter 
II 92 the historiographer repeats his information concerning the poison- 
ing of Trdat the Great as follows: “But this narration (upyunim p[u.(u) 
about Saint Trdat is true, for making him drink the deadly venom, they 
were deprived of the beams of his luminous grace..." (Uy) yumba- 
duhn ' qpliiquü h ]urunj ciinphwg funuqujphg (inpu...). That is to say 
this statement of the murder is a yuninip|fi too. 

It is notable that in the list of chapters of Book II, in all manuscripts 
containing it, the title of chapter 75 is: "Concerning Firmilian, bishop of 
Caesarea in Cappadocia, and his narrations” (Gumququ e pili ufu; 
Eupulnunuh Ykuupnı Wunuugniljuging kı spurt fð kubg finn hf). The 


7 TRAINA 1991, p. 58. 
8 MoisE DE KHORENE 1993, p. 45. 
? MOVSES XORENAC'I 1913, p. 213. 
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plural form of the word recurs also before the chapter, in one of the main 
groups of manuscripts (the group .f of the critical edition)’. It should be 
supposed that the plural is the original reading, and in some later manu- 
scripts it has been changed into singular by copyists, in accordance with 
the following phrase “narration of the church persecutions” (auu- 
dn ffir bwywsulug kllinkginj). The contrary conjecture, that the singu- 
lar has become plural, is less probable, since the contents of the chapter 
would not have given to copyists grounds for such change. If so, then 
the very title prompts that Movsés means not a “historical work”, but 
“narrations (which might be understood as information, data) about the 
church persecutions”. Such data could occur in a non-historical writing 
as well, e. g., in an epistle or sermon of Firmilian. Even if the the singu- 
lar is the right reading, it still has rather the mentioned meaning, than 
“history” (cf. with the Greek totopia which means also “information, 
data", for example, in the History of Herodotus (II, 99): dwic spy Kai 
yvóun kai totopia — my sight and opinion and [obtained] informa- 
tion). 

Xorenac'i himself considers this uywimniniphf to be just one of Firmil- 
ian's |vouf-s: “He composed many |vouu, one of which is the 
yumuintphifi of the church persecutions”. In the NBHL (s.v.) this sense 
of the word [|vouf is explained as pwf qpuınp (written speech), fun (ser- 
mon), qhpf (writing), cupuqpni pli (composition), uuum hr, and 
the latter obviously does not mean "historical work". Muuninipprh is 
explained also as dua, fun — as auunmffub. That is to say, in the 
medieval tradition Joouf, fiun and upiindini phi (not in the sense of “his- 
torical work") in fact were not always distinctly separated from each 
other as different notions or literary terms. This is evident also from the 
Greek and Latin equivalents of these words, adduced in the same dictio- 
nary; Aóyoc, ójiAía, sermo — equivalents of |vouf - and iotopia, his- 
toria — of uum p[u& — are given also for fun. 

Finally, in this connection the mention of Homer in chapter I 32 of 
Movses' History is interesting, when Xorenac‘i calls his narrations 
&unf: “And which then are the first of similar stories if not those nar- 
rated by Homer, the one that is narrated about the Ilian war?” (bi n^f 
upnlof ujuuphuliug unf unm ght, kpk ny npf h ZnülpnnuE up po. 
ujfi, np youl Gyhul hho upuunidfr upiinl pq). Thus it should not be 
concluded that Movses considers the bishop of Caesarea to be also a his- 
toriographer. 


2. Not all the information of Xorenaci, concerning Firmilian and 
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Peter of Alexandria, is taken from Eusebius’ EH. The corresponding 
passages of the Armenian translation are the following: “At that time 
Firmilian, bishop of the church of Caesarea in Cappadocia, was highly 
admirable; for he had such an intense interest in Origen that once he 
sent for him and invited him to go to the parts where he was, for the 
advantage and benefit of the churches. At another time, when he himself 
went to the land of Judaea, stayed long with them..." (Upuarhshyfr £r ynyd 
ju (ui duniu(iulh debt bg paw (read $hpipi (inu — A.T. ) £upfulpmumu 
Elilinkginjt Ubumpm. Gunum fuugung qh ujuuphuh inp uini plui 
jufià p mln yuuk Prpytbtup (read Opfubhtuf m A.T.). qh Epp 
juc[|vmphfi lr nin p aft, jykug E ļnskug qhu, bpp uy þhppk: Jequin la h 
duwduhuhu puqnilu mu un finum...) (VI, 27); “After adorable 
Theonas had served for nineteen years, Peter took over the bishopric of 
the Alexandrians; he was particularly glorified there during the twelve 
years of his bishopric... Now, in the ninth year of the persecution, his 
head was cut off and adorned with the coronet of martyrdom...” (...bul 
yk ymenbky njh (-EnGkubwy qh GG la uuufi wÍ, luu Jin (inpu qgéujfun- 
uy fo hhh Uyt puubpuging (hang, np iununnplgui fim wnuk- 
uyku qhpljmnuuufi uni ju hulpiupnum phu why.. . Upy yu frhr eh pgnpigh 
hunnu quay (inpu kı quppupkgur upuulibu if pugni] ung...) (VII, 32). 

Eusebius does not say anything about Firmilian being an author of 
writings, whereas the information of Xorenaci (composed writings — 
Jvouu wpwp) is reliable and can be corroborated by a testimony of Basil 
the Great!°. The latter, while stating his doctrine about the Holy Spirit, 
alludes to the writings that Firmilian left (oi Aóyot oç kavaA£Aourte) 
(De Spiritu Sancto, c. 29. 74). Besides, the word of Xorenac'i (ronu) is 
the exact translation of Basil's Aóyot. Eusebius does not indicate 
directly that Peter was the 16th bishop of Alexandria. Movses has copied 
this precise datum!! from otherwhere. 


3. In chapters II 75-79 we encounter a distinctive method of using 
sources, peculiar to Xorenac'i. He notes a principal source for a certain 
period. This creates the impression that thereupon the historiographer is 
going to draw from it the major material necessary for his narrative, or at 
least extensive information. But already in 1891 G. Ter-Mkrté yan, inves- 
tigating thoroughly the volume of Movses' use of the book of Mar Abas, 


10 GaT'RCYAN 1852, p. 248. 
11 Cf. GUTSCHMID 1890, pp. 417, 425-426. 
12 'TER-MKRTC' YAN 1979, pp. 83, 108. 
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reached an interesting conclusion: the material taken from that writing is 
much more scant than all the specialists thought; it is not the main con- 
tents of chapters I 8-II 9, but comes to “just a few pages", moreover “the 
greatest part of that great section is not from Mar Abas". 

Most experts are distrustful: is it probable that, e. g. the Chronicle of 
Julius Africanus contained the spacious information about the Armeni- 
ans, which, as it seems, ascribes to him Xorenac'i? Indeed, that source 
had nothing to do with, for instance, the different data concerning 
merely the internal life of Armenia in the chapters following Movses' 
mention of the chronographer. Firmilian's narration is treated in the 
same way. Hence, according to the predominant opinion, Xorenac'i has 
not really used these and other similar sources noted by him, and he 
knows the names of the authors thanks to Eusebius. But the following 
should be taken into consideration. Of course Movses needed names of 
authorities, in order that his information would look more verisimilar, 
but to insist that he has not used their writings at all, means to raise new 
questions which demand answers. 

Whence, then, has Xorenac'i taken such reliable data concerning the 
international history, which evidently are of Greco-Roman origin, and 
the source of which philology has not ascertained? In particular, after 
the reference to Firmilian, Movsés exactly mentions certain events (see 
below). “From some chronicle", writes XalatjancP, but this is a mere 
supposition. Why would the historiographer attribute the contents of one 
source to another? If some writings from the antique period were pre- 
served and had reached Xorenac i, then all those probably were works of 
authorities (especially if they were translated into Armenian). What 
would impel an author to ignore the name of one authority and ascribe 
the writing to another? Besides, authority is not the criterion by which 
Movsés is being guided when referring to sources. He names many lit- 
tle-known authors whose information he has used: Palaephatus, Phile- 
mon, Polycrates, Euagoras, Scamandrus, Phlegon, Ariston Pellaeus. 

On another occasion I have already attempted to demonstrate that 
Xorenac'i has taken some data from the Chronicle of Julius Africanus.'4 
In this case, too, I have a similar impression: a work of Firmilian has 
served as a source for Xorenac‘i. But to what extent? This must be spec- 
ified taking into account the mentioned method of using sources. From 
certain Greeco-Roman writings Xorenac'i borrows just a few exact data 


13 XALATJANC 1903, p. 127. 
14 T'oP'C YAN in press. 
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some of which, maybe, even bore no direct relation to Armenia in the 
given source. He surveys those facts in the context of other information 
attained by him in different ways, thus trying to restore the history of 
Armenia, specify the role of the Armenians in international historical 
occurrences. Does he obtain significant results? This is the other aspect 
of the question. Just one thing is clear: when approaching the problem 
of Firmilian’s “history”, one must note that Movsés has taken from it 
not the main material of chapters II 75-79, but only 4-5 data. He himself 
marks that information, writing about Firmilian: wuk, qpk, inj wjp wuk, 
upurunil (says; writes; the same man says; narrates). But even if he had 
not done so, it would be rather easy to distinguish those passages on the 
basis of accurate chronology and subject-matter. When this is borne in 
mind, there is less reason for perplexity. 


4. Firmilian, as a contemporary, could have written about the perse- 
cutions of the church under the emperors Maximin Thrax (235-238) and 
Decius (249-251), and most likely he did so. Unfortunately, we can just 
make conjectures about it, since only one writing of Firmilian is pre- 
served. It is a letter in Latin translation, addressed to Cyprian (Cyprian, 
Epistolae, 75), written in 256. Nevertheless, it is hard to imagine that the 
bishop of Caesarea, who must have been in the first ranks of the perse- 
cuted, did not respond to those fatal events in his works. The most emi- 
nent ecclesiastical figure of the time, Origen, for example, as witnesses 
Eusebius (EH, VI, 28), reacted on different occasions to Maximin's per- 
secution. A writing of his entitled Exhortatio ad Martyrium, dedicated to 
the martyrs in 235, is extant. 


5. All the information that, according to Xorenac’i, is taken from the 
narration of Firmilian, with the one exception (the mention of Peter), 
chronologically could occur in that source. Those data are the following: 


II 75 Emperor Antoninus Caracalla fights against the Parthians and is 
killed (217), the king of Armenia remains neutral (“...[Firmilian] says 
that Antoninus, son of Severus, was at war with Valars, king of Persia, 
in Mesopotamia and died between Edessa and Carrae, while our Xosrov 
inclined to neither side" — «...qU Ginn ip Gk npn] Ulilpku] uu ujunn- 
dko Cykupwy la lyunuiin, la übpnj linupni[ni ny jaf hulu ink] »). 


II 75 During the persecutions there were many martyrs in Armenia 
too (“He writes also about numerous who were martyred by Xosrov in 
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our land... But as he does not narrate truthfully and properly, indicating 
the names and places of the occurrences, we did not consider it impor- 
tant to repeat [the information]..." — «4%f qpwqmiu jlpijkuju ke h 
lunupnduj, h übpnui uc[vuphpu... Pug qh ny fcdupunipkuidp la nfim| 
upuindl, Li ns quinmiul fic fim hk, lui quinfu humumpiufigh ns pas 
hwphinpwgnyh hudmpkguf Eplpopnby >). This means that there was just 
an uncertain mention of martyrs in Armenia in the source of Xorenac i, 
without concrete data and details. 

This Xosrov, according to the academic edition of History of the 
Armenian People (HZP), is the Tiridates of foreign sources (Trdat II, 
who reigned in 216-256). Xosrov is not only a personal name but also a 
title borne by different kings. There are also other opinions. By one of 
the last, Trdat II has reigned till 252/3, when the Persians conquered 
Armenia, and he had to escape to Rome (as reports Zonaras). Then 
father of Trdat III Xosrov II ascended the throne; he was treacherously 
killed in 257/8. That is to say Agat'angelos and Xorenac’i ascribe to 
Xosrov the deeds of two kings (Trdat II and Xosrov II).!6 The latter con- 
clusion is well argued and seems persuasive, but it is beyond my pur- 
pose to give preference to one of these opinions. In this case consider- 
able is the fact that Xosrov was killed long before the death of Firmilian. 


II 75 Xorenac'i promises to repeat some passages of his source (“As 
for his narrative concerning the period of anarchy, after Xosrov's 
death... considering this trustworthy we shall repeat it for you briefly" 
— «bul np pos qu ah duwhniwhf lunupnqduj... uy" unnjq huidupk] ni 
Ephpopybif fEq huiiunnin pufi[if »). The bishop of Caesarea could write 
about the events preceding the year 268/9, and the two data of chapters 
II 76-79, directly attributed to him by Movses, concern this very period. 
Xorenac'i does not claim that he quotes anything else from Firmilian, 
and it can be confirmed by a careful research of those chapters. 


II 76 After the murder of their king the Armenians ask the Emperor 
Valerian (253-259) for assistance (“The same man says that after Xos- 
rov was struck by the sword the Armenian princes came to an agreement 
and called the Greek troops being in Phrygia for help, to resist the Per- 
sians and defend the land. And immediately they informed the Emperor 
Valerian. But as the Goths, crossing the River Danube, captured numer- 
ous provinces and pillaged the Cyclades Islands, Valerian could not pro- 


15 HZP, v. II (1984), pp. 22, 25, 27. 
16 MARTIROSYAN 1975, pp. 149-153, 171. 
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tect our country; nor did his life last, Claudius obtained the kingdom 
from him...” 





« inh un mut, kpk jkun unvubpuhupi jpGkyny vnu- 
pam, üluputilug fim fom ppt Zwyng' wok popkutg joqimhmbnippl 
qqopu Bniliug np h @nhrghwy' Mupuhg pony pil iq Ei yukk] quic]vuphu: 
wimp un f yuuk npn] ns duidwufil ükpn] ucluphpu pliuplili d unkpph- 
ulinu. fiw [rr ns ykplpk qhtwhuf, unfy ni h (itu qpwquinpm phi 
Qyuypnu. es »). 

The names of Valerian’s successors starting with Claudius (Claudius 
(268-270), Aurelian (270-275) et al.) as well as the data about their short 
reign are borrowed by Xorenac'i from Eusebius’ Chronicle." Then nei- 
ther in the continuation of this chapter, nor in the next two chapters (77, 
78) nothing leads us to suppose that the historiographer has drawn more 
information from the source in question. The contents of the first one 
(77) chiefly concern the internal life of Armenia, and in the second (78) 
Movses narrates about the massacre of the family of Artavazd Man- 
dakuni (who had taken Xosrov's son Trdat to the Roman court) and 
escape of a beautiful maiden. 


II 79 In the beginning of this chapter Xorenac' for the last time 
quotes Firmilian, who “narrates about the exploits of Trdat" ()uund f 
qfmhuunulm phugf Sppunuyj) before his accession to the throne 
(“...First of all, in his childhood he was willing in horse mounting and 
rode vigorously, and was adroit in the use of weapons, and exercised in 
other martial skills; afterwards... he excelled in the games Clitostratus 
of Rhodes, who could win just by a neck grasp, and also Cerasus of 
Argos..." «<... Lufu h dubihnpkubh Epp lpidulpupn ucuufiulku,, 
la npn ópudupkuj, Li qiu cupdkuj jugnqywlupup, la unn upurnlp- 
uqiuluiu niuufili ulonpdulg. uuu... h üpguifiulju uqnfp( ununl lug 
full quqþnnunpunnu hnnoywgh, np quqk lip lu ku] jugpkp. qupáliug la 
ful qukpwunu wpgqpwgh...»; then Xorenaci tells how Trdat outdid 
those Greeks). 

The phrase Fudulwp ucum(iuliku, (willingly mounting) is taken from 
Ps.-Callisthenes’ Alexander Romance (\wiwhwp þh åh ucnuiuljEp), and 
the names of the Olympic winners — from Eusebius’ Chronicle. By 
means of these adoptions the historiographer has just intended to repre- 
sent, with the help of other sources, the information about Trdat's deeds 





17 XALATJANC 1903, pp. 128-129. 
18 XALATJANC 1903, pp. 141-142. 
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more minutely and stylized. Movsés’ method of enriching his narrative 
by such borrowings has been examined long ago, and the conclusion, 
quite correctly, is the following: similar adoptions from subsidiary 
sources are just a “stylistic dress” and do not change the essence of the 
data'?, consequently are not a sufficient base for calling in question their 
truthfulness or the existence of a source noted by the author (in this case 
Firmilian). Since the boy Trdat was taken to Rome in 256%, or at latest 
in 261?!, after the murder of his father, then the bishop of Caesarea could 
have a mention concerning the years of his childhood and youth. 


6. Eusebius in the EH writes (VII, 29-30) that when, in the time of 
Aurelian, a synod of bishops assembled in Antioch, Firmilian had died 
in Tarsus (Aurelian became emperor in 270). Xorenac'i knew the EH 
rather well and in detail, so it is doubtful whether this information could 
escape his attention. Besides, he has a precise notion about the succes- 
sion of the Roman emperors in this period. Of course he represents the 
years of their reign, in compliance with those of the Armenian and Per- 
sian kings, according to his chronological system, sometimes correctly, 
sometimes erroneously, but the sequence of the emperors is right: Aure- 
lian, Tacitus, Florian, Probus, Carus (with Carinus and Numerian), Dio- 
cletian (II 76-79). 

It must not be forgotten that the scholars consider the EH to be the 
only source of Movses' information about Firmilian. Then, having 
learned from the same book that the bishop of Caesarea had died before 
Aurelian became emperor, how could Xorenac’i, all the more tenden- 
tiously, attribute to him a “history” of Diocletian's persecution? 

It seems that composed many writings, one of which is the narration 
of the church persecutions that arose first in the days of Maximian and 
Decius and after all in the years of Diocletian (puqnıd Joouu upup, jnpng 
ub E upuinini phi hwy wdu fing Ehkqkguny, np junug Juinipu Uufufuip- 
uinuph kı tElļnuh juplun Ir np hnuul} linn] yudu thohgkmnpubinuh) 
should be understood otherwise. The historiographer does not mean that 
Firmilian’s writing included a narration of the persecutions under all 
three emperors; he is just explaining additionally that such persecutions 
have occurred in the time of Maximin, Decius and, after all (hmul 
juny), Diocletian. It is apropos to remember that the language of 
Xorenac‘i is sometimes intricate, ambiguous, and in case of misunder- 


19 SARGSYAN 1956, pp. 36-42; 1966, pp. 223-224. 
2 HZP, v. TI (1984), p. 44. 
?! MARTIROSYAN 1975, p. 153. 
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standing him there can be inappropriate critical inferences. For example, 
in chapter II 2 Movses writes: “And ArSak wielded power over a third 
part of the world, as one can learn from the fourth (book) of Herodotus’ 
veracious narrations, that concerns the division of the whole world into 
three parts named one Europe, another Libya, and another Asia, over 
which wielded power Arsak” (b Upcuh mhþpk Eppopy dwuhh uc|vuph[u, 
npujku jJipulpafiug( quuinipkwlig ZEpoynnkwy E niuufili h snppopyk 
np Junuqu pudufiky nj qpninp Eplihpu ykppu dwun hu, Eu lask] qnit 
Ginny, ki qni Lhekt, ki qnit Uupwy, npn kı mþpkug U,poul)). From 
this passage one may conclude that Xorenac‘i ascribes to Herodotus the 
information about ArSak ruling over a third part of the world, while 
Movsés refers to the Greek historiographer for just corroborating the 
idea of division of the world into three parts”. 


7. The only obstacle for accepting that Xorenac‘i has used as a source 
a writing of Firmilian, remains the mention of Peter. That passage is 
peculiar since, as was already noted, might be divided into two parts: the 
year of martyrdom, known to Movsés from the EH, and the fact of Peter 
being the 16th bishop of Alexandria, taken by him from elsewhere. 
From the rest data directly attributed to Firmilian by Xorenac‘i, this one 
separates also by other features. There is a great interval between the 
first event (the campaign and death of Caracalla in 217) and the year of 
Peter’s consecration (300), approximately 84 years. The other data, as 
distinct from this one, could occur in a writing of Firmilian. Those are 
united, interrelated chronologically and in content, and look as if taken 
from one source. Let us remember: the war of Caracalla against the 
Parthians and his death; the neutral position of Trdat II in the beginning 
of his reign; the martyrdom of the Christians in Armenia in his time, 
maybe simultaneously with the persecutions of Maximin Thrax or 
Decius; the murder of Xosrov and the appeal of the Armenian princes to 
Valerian; the deeds of Trdat III in Rome, before his accession. Whereas 
the mention of Peter’s episcopate has nothing to do with those kings, 
that period and, in general, Armenia, as if it comes from another writing 
and is ascribed to Firmilian misapprehensively. What could be a reason 
for such misapprehension? 

In the periodical Ararat (I, 1894) there has been a remark that 
Xorenaci, seemingly, has confused the bishop Firmilian with another 


22 See SARGSYAN [SARKISJAN] 1986, p. 34. 
233 MADAT'YAN 1894, pp. 26-27. 
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author — “Lanctantius”, whose complete name is “Firmi/ianus Lanc- 
tantius"?. The name must be corrected; Lucius Caelius (Caecilius) Fir- 
mianus Lactantius, one of the eminent representatives of the early Chris- 
tian literature. He was born before 250, in Africa, the probable year of 
his death is considered 325?*. The author of the essay has not adduced 
arguments, his purpose was just to call the scholars’ attention to that 
possible version. His suggestion did not find any response, whereas it 
can bring to an interesting conclusion. 

The mature period of Lactantius’ literary activity coincided with the 
persecutions (from 303) of Diocletian, then Galerius (305-311), Max- 
imin Daia (309-313), and the following years. He was an eye-witness of 
the events and, what is more, as a Christian lost his position (teaching 
rhetoric in Nicomedia). The grim impressions and repercussions of those 
events are reflected in his works, and the noted writing De Mortibus 
Persecutorum (DMP) is a description of the deeds and dreadful deaths of 
the persecutors (emperors starting with Tiberius up to Maximin Daia). In 
the extant works of Lactantius there is no mention of Peter, but on 
another occasion he certainly could have written about him, the more so 
as was from Africa and after 305 probably returned there”. He might 
have been closely familiar with the events at Alexandria. Jerome (c. 342- 
420) in De Viris Illustribus (80) notes a writing of Lactantius entitled De 
Persecutione. 

By the way, another chapter of Movses' History (II 83) has an 
interesting coincidence with the DMP. I mean the passage concerning 
the Inventio of the Cross, which has attracted the scholars’ attention. 
It was supposed that Xorenac'i had borrowed the passage from the 
shorter Armenian version (696/7) of the Acts of Silvester??, or from 
both versions”. F. Conybeare refuted this opinion and proved that the 
historiographer has used an earlier text?*. One of his main arguments 
was Movsés’ word u|nqlinjfi (signum) which occurs neither in the 
Greek nor Armenian extant versions. Lactantius’ record of that legend 
is the most ancient, and the word signum in that connection is first 
attested in the DMP (44, 5-6). It might be considered quite possible 
that Xorenac'i has confused the names Firmilianus and Firmianus. In 
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this case he was conveying an information of no importance for the 
history of Armenia (“the sixteenth bishop of the Alexandrians was 
Peter"), and would not think it necessary to specify the name of the 
author without fail. 

Assume it thus: Movsés has had at hand a collection of Greco- 
Roman texts translated into Armenian, including Firmilian's and Lac- 
tantius’ writings (maybe just several passages, information) about the 
persecutions, or a work containing quotations from these authors. Other- 
where he surely has used such sources, e. g. in chapter II 13, while cit- 
ing Polycrates, Euagoras, Scamandrus, Phlegon. The distortion of per- 
sonal names was usual in the Armenian translations. For example, in the 
EH the name Firmilianus occurs in different forms, and none is correct 
(D pilinhutnu, Mupåkyþuhnu, MEpibykyhnu, MEpdbykyhwinu — Per- 
melianos, Parmelianos, Permetetios, Permelelianos). In the supposed 
collection or work the names of the two authors could be distorted and 
alike, and, when quoting the passages following one another, Movses 
could err. It ought to be added that the two names of the African author, 
Firmianus and Lactantius, were in equal use, even the first one occurs 
without the second. Jerome names him Firmianus qui et Lactantius (Fir- 
mianus who [is called] also Lactantius) (De Vir. Ill. 80). In an inscription 
found in Africa he is mentioned as Lucius Caecilius Firmianus”. 

It is notable that Lactantius, being a theologian and mainly an author 
of philosophical treatises, has composed the distinctive historiographic 
writing DMP, rather different from the rest of his works in style and 
character. On the grounds of this example it can be conceived more def- 
initely that Firmilian wrote also about historical events. 

A question may arise: if Xorenac'i has confused the names, could not 
he confuse the author of the whole writing (and not only the afore-men- 
tioned datum)? Perhaps, but a misunderstanding is more probable in 
case of one, immaterial information, than a whole source. Besides, as 
was noted, that one differs from the rest and most likely is of another 
origin. 


8. There is a testimony that 50 years before Peter's episcopate, dur- 
ing the persecutions of Decius, when Dionysius, patriarch of Alexan- 
dria (247-264) had taken refuge in Libya, one of his companions was 
named Peter. There had been an opinion that it was the future bishop?!. 
The biography of Peter before the year 300 is almost unknown, figures 


30 LACTANTIUS 1984, p. Xxx. 
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are lacking, and it is difficult to define his age. It cannot be excluded 
that he, probably in his youth, has really accompanied Dionysius. If so, 
then in the sixties Peter must have been notable among the clergymen. 
That he was a distinguished figure before bishopric, is evident from an 
information of the Christian historiographer Philip of Side (Sth cen- 
tury); Peter has led the well-known catechetical school of Alexandria*?. 
The following facts, too, deserve attention: Firmilian was on friendly 
terms with Dionysius?. In the debate concerning heretical baptism 
Peter was a follower of Cyprian? (and, consequently, Firmilian). The 
only extant writing of Firmilian, the letter addressed to Cyprian, 
touches that problem. 

All these data lead, in addition, to another possible inference: 
Xorenac‘i has seen Peter's name in a writing of Firmilian, then, from 
another source (Lactantius), has learned that he was the 16th bishop of 
Alexandria, and has erroneously ascribed this datum, too, to Firmilian. 


K OK Ok ok ok ok 


It remains to clear up the following: what information has taken 
Movsés from the source in question, that can be exact and valuable for 
investigation of the history of Armenia. 

Christians surely have been martyred also in Armenia, and intensifi- 
cation of persecutions in the time of Xosrov, simultaneously with similar 
actions in the Roman Empire, seems logical. The trustworthy evidence 
of Xorenac'i corroborates this. 

In 216 the Emperor Antoninus Caracalla fraudulently invited Xosrov 
I to Syria and arrested him. The Armenians rose in arms, and the Roman 
commander Theocritus, sent against them, was defeated?^. On the basis 
of this relation of Dio Cassius, G. Xalatjanc writes that Movsés’ report 
about the neutrality of the Armenian king during these events cannot be 
true, as it does not correspond to the facts*®. But it is necessary to spec- 
ify that the information of Xorenac'i does not concern this space of time. 
He means the spring of 217, when Caracalla, having wintered in Edessa, 
was killed on his way to the town of Carrae (on April 8). Xosrov I was 
arrested, Trdat II ascended the throne, and it is quite possible that the 
new king, after preceding troublesome incidents, would temporarily 
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carry on a neutral, balanced policy for avoiding disturbances. It does not 
matter how Movsés, in accordance with his notions about the history of 
this period, calls the king, and who was really reigning in Armenia. 
Important is the fact (the neutrality of the Armenians) a mention of 
which has occurred in Movses' source. Even the strict critic of Xorenac'i 
C. Toumanoff relies upon truthfulness of this datum”. 

The next information, too, must be considered reliable. In 256 the 
Emperor Valerian had undertaken a campaign to the east??. It is proba- 
ble that the Armenian princes, after the murder of their king, would have 
to ask for his help to stand up to the Persians, enemies of the Roman 
Empire. It was the period of Sapor I (241-272). His policy against Arme- 
nia was extremely bellicose. After the establishment of the Sasanian 
kingdom (226) the Armenians often had to pin their hopes on the “pro- 
tection” of Rome”. Finally, it is known that under Valerian the northern 
border of the Empire (the vicinity of the Danube) was attacked by the 
Goths, what precisely witnesses Movsés. As to the uncommon feats of 
Trdat in Rome, his victories in the Olympic games, those undoubtedly 
have real basis. Similar stories are preserved also in the History of 
Agat'angelos (42-45, 202). 


Kk K ok OK ok 


Some of my reasonings (especially in points 7 and 8), though argued 
within the limits of the possible, are suppositions in the final analysis 
and may give cause for objections. But it should not be forgotten that an 
investigator of Movsés’ History deals with such complicated problems, 
any examination or explanation of which cannot be considered definitive 
and perfectly convincing. Firmilian's narration as a source of Xorenac'i 
is one of such problems both in philological and historical aspects. And 
it is not difficult to become sure that the predominating opinion, by 
which Movsés has not drawn any information from a writing of Firmil- 
ian, despite all suggested arguments, is a similar supposition. 
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